UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
DI STRI CT OF CONNECTI CUT

___________________________________ X
ANDERSON, KILL & OLICK, P.C.. :
Plaintiff, : NO. 3:02CV1258( GLG)
V. :
ROBERT L. PRESSMAN, :
Def endant . ;
___________________________________ X

RULI NG ON EMERGENCY APPL| CATI ON TO STAY JUDGVENT

Pendi ng before the Court is defendant's Enmergency Application

to Stay Judgnment (Doc. #67). For the reasons set forth below, the
Court denies w thout prejudice defendant's application.

|. Procedural History and Facts

On October 17, 2003, after a two-day jury trial, the jury
rendered a verdict in favor of plaintiff Anderson, Kill & Oick, P.C
on its claimof breach of contract for |egal services against pro se
def endant Robert Pressman. The jury awarded plaintiff damages of
$500, 000. On Cctober 28, 2003, defendant filed a Notice of Appeal. On
November 26, 2003, the Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit denied
def endant's notion to stay judgnent entered by this Court pending the
resol ution of his appeal challenging that judgnment.

On Decenber 3, 2003, defendant filed an energency application

for stay of judgnment until the Court of Appeals for the Second



Circuit hears and decides his appeal. Wile defendant cites no | egal
authority in support of his notion, the substance of his argunment is
that the trial court erred when it denied defendant's notion to
postpone the trial for sixty days to allow himto engage new counsel
and, at trial, defendant was di sadvantaged because he appeared pro se
and | acked sufficient legal training to provide an effective defense.

1. Discussion

The Court construes defendant's enmergency application as a
mot i on pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 62(d) for a stay
of this Court's order pending appeal. Rule 62(d) provides in
pertinent part: "When an appeal is taken the appellant by giving a

supersedeas bond may obtain a stay ..." Here, defendant has not
provi ded the bond.

However, a district court may, in its discretion, grant a stay
wi t hout requiring the posting of a bond if the appellant provides

acceptabl e alternative neans of securing the judgnment. See Dillon v.

City of Chicago, 866 F.2d 902, 904-05 (7th Cir.1988); Federal

Prescription Serv. Inc. v. Anerican Pharnmaceutical Ass'n, 636 F.2d

755, 757-58 (D.C.Cir.1980); Poplar G ove Planting & Refining Co. v.

Bache Hal sey Stuart, Inc., 600 F.2d 1189, 1191 (5th Cir.1979); Trans

Wrld Airlines, Inc., v. Hughes, 515 F.2d 173, 176 (2d Cir.1975). In

his noti on, defendant has not requested a waiver, nor has he set

forth an acceptable alternative neans of securing the judgnent.



Theref ore, defendant should consult the Clerk of the Court, who

mai ntains a |ist of approved surety conpanies. The Court w |l not
consi der defendant's notion for a stay until the record denonstrates
that proper security has been | odged with the Clerk.

I11. Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, the Court denies w thout

prejudi ce defendant's Energency Application to Stay Judgnent (Doc.
#67) .

SO ORDERED.

Dat e: Decenber 4, 2003.
Wat er bury, Connecti cut.

/ s/

GERARD L. GOETTEL
United States District Judge



